
ORIGINAL

Uf!i:~i
" , y {f ~~"~~,_,":,

CC Docket No. 92-77 ~.",iJ.,/

)
)
)
)

Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554 IYE:Cl;;IV,<--
Df:C ("::0

... 3 .... J"
I.J(l "
.1'''0

Billed Party Preference for
InterLATA 0+ Calls

In the Matter of

DOCKET FILE COpy OR\G\NAL

REPLY COMMENTS OF
INTELLICALL, INC.

INTELLICALL, INC.

B. Reid Presson
Intellicall, Inc.
2155 Chenault, Suite 410
Carrollton, Texas 75006

December 3, 1996

No. of Cooies·rec'd~
List ABerle' ~



TABLE OF CONTENTS

I. The Record Supports Intellicallrs Assertion
That The Commissionrs Proposed Rate Disclosure
Requirements Are Impractical r Technically
Infeasible r Operationally Burdensome r And
Otherwise Costly 2

II. The Commission Should Consider Less Burdensome
Rate Disclosure Alternatives r Such As Those
Proposed By Intellicall And Comptel 6

III. Conclusion 8



SUMMARY

The record in this proceeding supports Intellicall's

assertion that that proposed real-time rate disclosure

requirement is impractical, technically infeasible, and otherwise

insurmountably costly. Commenters agree that existing call

processing systems, whether store-and-forward or network-based,

are incapable of providing real-time rate disclosures. Modifying

these systems to incorporate a real-time rating mechanism would

not only be technically infeasible in most cases, but

prohibitively costly in all cases. The Commission should follow

the recommendation of Intellicall and other parties, and

immediately cease further consideration of its proposal.

The Commission should reject any suggestion by the

California Public Utilities Commission that existing sent-paid

rating mechanisms can be modified to rate 0+ calls. These rating

mechanisms in payphones are separate and distinct from each

other. Similarly, the technologies to which One Call refers, are

untested, technically inadequate, and unsuitable for real-time

rate disclosures. More important, stripped of technical jargon,

One Call's comments only support Intellicall's assertions that

real-time exact rate disclosure requirements would be extremely

costly and operationally impractical.

To the extent the Commission feels compelled to adopt a

rate disclosure requirement, it should investigate other less

burdensome alternatives. Intellicall continues to believe that

the average- and maximum-rate-based disclosure alternatives it



has previously proposed are reasonable options. Similarly,

CompTel's recently proposed audible disclosure alternative would,

on its face, appear to be a reasonable option, although

Intellicall still has to fully evaluate its applicability. The

Commission should, at a minimum, conduct a further study of this

proposed alternative to, among other things, determine its

technical and implementation ramifications. If the Commission

should adopt CompTel's proposal, the Commission should, as

CompTel suggests, permit carriers to choose the option that meets

their particular needs.
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INTELLICALL, INC. ("Intellicall") hereby submits its

Reply Comments ("Reply") in response to the Federal

Communications Commission's (the "Commission") request for

further comments in this proceeding. 1 In this Reply, Intellicall

reiterates its previous assertion, which clearly has significant

support in the record, that the Commission's proposed audible,

real-time exact rate disclosure requirement is impractical,

technically infeasible, operationally burdensome, and costly.

Intellicall further submits that other less burdensome

alternatives are available, including those previously proposed

1 Public Notice, DA 96-1695 (Oct. 10, 1996).



by Intellicall,2 which adequately address the Commission's

consumer protection concerns. CompTel's most recent proposal,

which would require operator service providers ("aSPs") to

provide, upon request, an audible disclosure prior to the

customer incurring any charges,3 may be another reasonable

alternative to the extent it is competitively neutral and less

burdensome to OSPs. 4

I. THE RECORD SUPPORTS INTELLICALL'S ASSERTION THAT THE
COMMISSION'S PROPOSED RATE DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS ARE
IMPRACTICAL, TECHNICALLY INFEASIBLE, OPERATIONALLY
BURDENSOME, AND OTHERWISE COSTLY.

A significant number of commenters continue to support

Intellicall's assertions and oppose the Commission'S proposed

mandatory, real-time (on-demand), exact audible rate disclosure

requirement on the grounds that, among other things, the rate

quote requirement is technically infeasible, burdensome, and

extremely expensive to implement.

2

3

4

See Comments of The Intellicall Companies, at 13-16; Joint
Reply Comments of the Intellicall Companies and Network
Operator Services, Inc., at 20-23.

See Comments of the Competitive Telecommunications
Association, at 2-4.

As more fully discussed below, upon superficial analysis,
CompTel's proposal would appear to reduce, but not
eliminate, the costs of implementing a rate disclosure
mechanism because it obviates the need for rate benchmark
comparisons.
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Several parties agree with Intellicall that the costs of

implementing the proposed rate disclosure requirement would be

prohibitive with respect to both store-and-forward and network-

based payphones. APCC recognizes that "providing a complete set

of rate tables for operator assisted calls within each payphone

would place such huge demands on available memory capacity that

the cost of such an implementation at store-and-forward payphones

would be prohibitive for new phones as well as for the installed

base."5 Similarly, CompTel asserts that because the operator

services industry does not have the capability to provide real-

time call rating to begin with, modifying existing call

processing systems to provide real-time call rating would be

"difficult and expensive," and is simply "inconsistent with

store-and-forward call processing applications. "6 Amnex

persuasively demonstrates, as does CompTel, the technical and

operational nightmares associated with implementing a real-time

rating capability from existing payphones. 7

Only two commenters support the Commission's rate quote

requirement. The California Public utilities Commission

5

6

7

Supplemental Comments of the American Public Communications
Council, at 3-4.

Comments of CompTe1 , at 7-8.

See Comments of American Network Exchange, Inc., at 3-5.
Amnex asserts that a real-time rating requirement would
necessitate deploying processors costing hundreds of
thousands of dollars, not to mention call delays, customer
aggravation, and associated problems.
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("CAPUC") erroneously asserts that the same capabilities used to

provide call rating information for coin calls can be used for

all 0+ calls. 8 CAPUC plainly fails to appreciate the major

technical distinctions between a sent-paid rating mechanism and a

0+ rating capability. As Intellicall has pointed out in its

prior comments, existing coin rates cannot be used to

appropriately rate 0+ calls. Indeed, because non-sent paid rate

tables are not resident in the payphone, an entirely new set of

comprehensive "look-up" rate tables would be required to rate 0+

calls with any degree of specificity on a real-time basis. 9

One Call Communications, on the other hand, claims that its

voice file and voice annunciator technologies are capable of

providing on-demand call rating information. Intellicall submits

that, while at first blush these technologies appear to be

feasible, both of these technologies are nevertheless inadequate.

More important, stripped of technical jargons and creative

nomenclature, One Call's proposals only further support

Intellicall's assertions that any real-time rating mechanism

would be extremely expensive and operationally impractical.

With respect to the voice file technology, One Comm itself

acknowledges that the technology is "limited in its application"

8

9

See Further Comments of the People of California and the
Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, at
3-4.

See Comments of The Intellicall Companies, at 10-11.
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in light of the rating complexities of most asp systems. More

particularly, this technology works for "simple rating systems

which are not subject to mileage or time of day sensitivity. ,,10

Given this significant limitation, One Call's voice file

technology cannot be used to accurately rate 0+ calls.

One Call's voice annunciator technology, on the other hand,

requires both potentially costly and resource-intensive "software

development and hardware implementation." One Call estimates

that it will take approximately two man years to implement such a

system. More important, in light of the fact that this system

has not been used previously to provide real-time call rating

information, there is no guarantee that the system would work. 11

Given the technical "unknowns" and limitations of these

technologies, particularly in light of the fact that they have

not been utilized for real-time rating purposes previously,

adopting rate disclosure requirements based on the existence of

either one would be extremely reckless and short-sighted. The

Commission cannot, and should not, impose a requirement based

upon untested technologies and the unsubstantiated

representations of an interested party.

10

11

Further Comments of One Call Communications, Inc., at 2.

One Call's describes the proposed technologies as "fairly
mature." By any standard, it simply would be ludicrous to
impose a very costly requirement based upon "fairly mature"
technologies.
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II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CONSIDER LESS BURDENSOME RATE
DISCLOSURE ALTERNATIVES, SUCH AS THOSE PROPOSED BY
INTELLICALL AND COMPTEL.

Intellicall resubmits that other less burdensome rate

disclosure alternatives are available if the Commission feels

compelled to impose a rate disclosure requirement. As

Intellicall has previously suggested, the Commission could, for

example, require aSPs to disclose the highest amount for a seven­

minute call. 12 Similarly, CompTel's most recent rate disclosure

proposal appears to be reasonable, although Intellicall has not

fully studied it.

CompTel proposes that all carriers be required to provide an

audible disclosure, immediately after the carrier brand and prior

to the customer incurring any charges. This disclosure would

inform price-sensitive customers of the actions they may take to

obtain a rate quote, without having to hang up and dial a

different number.

CompTel's proposal appears to be reasonable in several

respects. The requirement would apply to all carriers of

interstate operator-assisted calls and, hence, would appear to be

competitively neutral. One of the major concerns with the

Commission'S proposed rate disclosure requirement is that it

effectively creates "classes" of aSPs. CompTel's proposal avoids

stigmatizing smaller aSPs.

12 See Joint Reply Comments of The Intellicall Companies and
Network Operator Services, Inc., at 20-21.
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Although CompTel's proposal would still necessitate the

development and deployment of an expensive on-line rating

mechanism in order to disclose rates on demand, it would not

require the asp to develop and maintain voluminous and complex

rating tables for purposes of rate benchmark comparisons that

would trigger the rate disclosure. Thus, this would appear to

alleviate, but not completely eliminate, the requirement to

maintain the same rating information in store-and-forward phones.

Finally, CompTel's proposal obviates the need to constantly

update the rate benchmark tables resident within the payphones to

match Sprint, MCI's, and AT&T's rate changes, particularly in

light of the "dominant" interexhange carriers' recent rate

increases. 13

The Commission should, at a minimum, conduct a further study

of CompTel's proposal so that its technical and implementation

ramifications can be fully understood by the affected parties.

If the Commission should adopt CompTel's disclosure alternative,

Intellicall agrees with CompTel that the Commission should allow

carriers to choose the disclosure option14 which is consistent

----,

13

14

Recent reports indicate that AT&T's latest increases,
effective December 1, 1996, amount to 5.9% on interstate
calls, 5% on calling card calls, and 2.6% on operator­
assisted calls. Similarly, MCI is increasing its rates by
5%, and Sprint has boosted its rates 2% since early
November. See The Wall Street Journal, Nov. 29, 1996, at
A3, col. 1.

CompTel recommends two disclosure options: one option would
allow the caller to press a key to obtain rates; another

Continued on following page
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with their call processing systems. This flexibility would

permit asps to choose the alternative that best suits their

particular needs and limitations.

CONCLUSION

The record in this proceeding demonstrates that the

Commission's proposed real-time rate disclosure requirement is

impractical, technically infeasible, insurmountably costly, and

otherwise operationally burdensome. The Commission should follow

the recommendation of Intellicall and other parties, and cease

any further consideration of this proposed requirement.

Continued from previous page

option would simply require the caller to stay on the line.
In any event, CompTel's proposal would not permit carriers
to require a caller to redial a second number in order to
obtain a rate quote.
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Instead, the Commission should inveseigate other less burdenso~.

alternatives, such as those proposed by Intellicall and CompTel.

Respectfully submitted,

Dft'BLL:ICALL, I:BC: •

By, ~~J----
Vice President

Intellicall, Inc.
2155 Chenault, Suite 410
Carrollton, Texas 75006

Dated: December 3, 1996
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